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|. Forward to version 2

The first \ersion of my proposal has benefitted
substantially from comments by margroup
leaders and the wsion leader of SCA Dision.

| am especially grateful to Dennis Braddy and
Joyce Moulden for their ngew and
encouragement. yoe made  significant
contribtutions and impreements to théRFE

There were seral changes made in response to
the initial review: First, a more complete
discussion of the design goals for the PRF is
included, in addition to changes made to the .PRF
Second, a section contrasting théights,
responsibilities, and vanership’ in our current
appraisal process with those in the SEA has been
added. Itattempts to define and clarify an area
that produced some of the most heated opinions
during the first reiew.

Third, a form for reiewing this SEA proposal
itself has been appended, in hopes that my gentle
readers will set me straight ga&ding where |
have gone wrong, or not.Finally, use of the
“editorial we’ has been elided from the
document. ljust seemed simpler thaty

Il. Introduction

This paper does not much address the subgtanti
content or een purpose of our current emplee
review system. Itfocuses more simply on the
form and process The proposal may be close
enough in substance that it could be reasonable to
mix new and old style eauations, depending on
the preferences of inddual emplgees and
supervisors. Allwing our emplgees to ‘vote
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with their feet” would be the acid test of wn
proposal aiming to impx@ the ealuation
process.

The proposal alsoxeludes consideration or much
discussion of the SCAD and @Aranking or
salary allocation processe&ome discussion of
how the proposal might erk in a netwrk-based
(Web) ewironment is included, ut that is lagely
left to the future.

Although the proposal may be ‘@dby step’in
terms of laying out change to the currentCA
rewards system, it does attempt to illuminate
some of the dilings of our current process and
policy, and it attempts to shwothat there may be
simple and reasonable changes that could ivgpro
it. | hope that it will stimulate other readers to
carry out in-depth proposals of theiwvio — there

is a lage resergir of talent and xperience
entirely within CAO that can‘just do it”

[ll. Descriptionof the SEA

A. ThePersonnel Rgiew Form

The heart of the SEA is the PersonneVliBe
Form (PRF). (A sample PRF is attachedlhe
PRF is ewmisioned as a pre-printed, standardized
form that all actors utlize to record their
assessments of avgn person. Itallows both
prose commentary and multiple-choice style
responses to be enteredhe sample PRF is
based on the sen job performance actors
currently used throughout @A

The questions on the PRF are obtenrts: The
majority of the questions attempt tbaracterize
some aspect of performance, usually by marking
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a point on a scale between contrastingys of
talking about thatédctor There is generally not
ary single right or best answer for these
guestions. Thesecond type of question asks the
reviewer to male a overall assessmentof
performance in an ared.he scale adopted for the

APR;

5. TheAPR is submitted as hard ogpup to
(say) 5 lettessize pages.There are no other
restrictions on format, tools, sofane
compatibility etc.

If an APR is to be submitted, it is due byly 1

assessment questions is the same as in current use(say) in the ealuation year

by the Engineering directorate at LLNL.

For a gven employee’s review, the persons who

will complete a PRF are the same as the group

that currently contribtes input to theinaluation:

1. Self;

2. Supervisor(s)programmatic and matrix as
appropriate;

3. Directreports;

4. Peers;

5. Customers.

The first three cagories are required — the list is
compiled by the empi@es supervisor The last
two categories are optional, based on the desires
of this emplgee. Namesn all catgories vould

be forwarded to a dision- or departmentaldel
administrator who mails a PRF to all candidate
reviewers. Completed®RFs ae returned to the
same administratpwho distritutes them back to
the appropriate supervisor

B. Employee&ontribution to the SEA

The second major component of the SEA is the
employee’s oontribution. This consists of tw
parts, the second optionaPat 1 is simply the
emplojees <lf-assessment, using the PRF as
described abee. Self-assessments are dily to
include additional prose commentaagd space is
provided on the standard PRF

If the emplgyee chooses, thianay also contribte

an Annual Progress Report (APR) to their

performance ndew. This would contain similar

information to that in the sections titled

Description of assigned duties and

responsibilities and Tasks and Accomplishments

taken from our current valuation format.

However, an APR has seral distinguishing

characteristics:

1. ltis written in first person, not third;

2. ltis a complete standalone document on its
own;

3. Within broad guidelines, the empiee is
free to include whater material thg
choose;

4. Thesupervisor does not edit or modify the
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C. SupervisoSummary

The third major component of the SEA is the
supervisors ummary This is roughly analogous
to the Appraisal and Summansection of our
current ®aluation. Notethat the supervisor has
already completed a PRF for the enyele, and
thus has separately addressed therseaditional
job performance dctors. Hencethe Summary
should collect together allviewer comments and
synthesize an werall statement about this
individual's performance. Itshould normally fit
on one or tw lettersize pages, although the
format may wary as needed.Space for final
emplojee comments on his or herview is
required, and the Summary will include that
space. The&summary will also include space for
required signatures.

D. Othercomponents

Our current ealuation includes a couple of other
components not yet addressed in the SBAe is
the seeral kinds of ‘boilerplate’ that describe
emplojee actiities and attention to ES&H
matters, dfrmative action, etc. Another is the
educational andxperience data that is currently
presented in the title of ouvauation. A draft
Certification orm is attached, that attempts to
gaher together this information into one place.
The SEA would include a filled-out and signed
copy of this form.

Another component is the IDP (Indtiual
Development Plan.) This is already a separate
document in our currentvauation process.So
long as it is aailable in pre-printed form, it is
easy to include (or not) with the SEA.

IV. Principles of the SEA
A. Basicideas

The SEA arose in response to an idea session
(attended mostly by SCAD group leaders) that
named three desires:

1. Malke evaluations simpler;

2. Give s a ‘checklist’;

3. Separateut the boilerplate.

In pursuit of the first, the SEA incorporates

Lee Busby



employee and customer input unchanged into the
finished reiew. This is considerably easier if
evayone uses the same form for input, and a
sample of such a form is included in the proposal.
Likewise, the third request is easy enough to
standardize, and a form is prded here.

There are some other principles in the SEA that
reflect my personal desire to nea@ur evaluation
process moréemployee-centeredi.

1. Theemplo/ee should be gen the greatest
amount of control otherwise consistent with
institutional requirementsver the dgree of
effort they expend on theirwn review.

2. Emplgee contrilntions to their reiew
should becompletein and of themsebks -
not a draft. Words contriluted by the
employee should be clearly demarcated as
their owvn.

3. Within broad guidelines, the emplkee
should be able to choose tools and formats
that thg enjoy and are &pert in using to
prepare and present their input.

4. Comments from reviewers should be
includedverbatimin the finished document.
B. Designof thePRF

There were a couple of goals thatwdrdhe form

of the PRF preided here. One was based on
avading the magy failures of similar forms
anecdotally reported by othersThese were
summarized by .PMiller as the ‘firewal 9's”
outcome, in which indidual scores tend
asymptotically to the maximum possible, and the

process as a whole becomes useless as a jobforcethey may

measure. Thether goal was similay but based

on a personal ceiction that so-called
guantitatve assessments ta little or no
legitimate role in our current ranking process.
Qualitative assessments are something else, and
the PRF therefore attempts to stimulate all
reviewers into thinking about people in arnety

of ways, some of them hopefully v&. Many
guestions in the current PRF may be traced to my
own experience wer the past six years in ranking
sessions and other forums where we attempt to
compare CA® employees. Muchof that struggle
can be seen as attempting to understand the
contt in which our emplgees veork, and the
guestions in the PRF reflect that bias.

Although the PRF is predominantly composed of
characterization and comtesetting questions, it
does also include questions that ask for a direct
assessment. Thesgy or may not be useful to a
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supervisor; my doubts are irvidence already
However, these questions do V& a prpose:
They (and their answers) seras a drect conduit
between reiewers and reiewees. Thiskind of
feedback is déctive and simple; our réew
process should support it.

C. “Ownership’ and related policies

There are a couple of mis-conceptions about our
current emplgee reiew process that contrilie
to needless misunderstanding and distriany
persons act as though yheelieve te folloving:
1. Emplgees are required to provide
evduation input; and
2. Supervisorsiave theright to change it.
Strictly speaking, neither is trueCurrent poliy
is that ‘employees should supply input .”
(emphasis added)However, there is no specific
institutional penalty fordiling to do so.(Let me
hasten to add that it is definitely not
recommended as aay to get ahead, of course.)
On the other hand, supplying input is also not
optional in ary sense. Thereis a grg area
betweennot optional and not required that is
covered by use of the erds ‘should supply
input”. This grey area sometimes causes
misunderstanding between parties who may be
using slightly diferent definitions of the ard
“required.

Regarding the second statement, what supervisors
have is the obligation, authority and access to edit
words from seeral sources into the final
document. Thosediting decisions, to thextent
afect emplyee benefits or
compensation, are subject to our standard
grievance procedures(If a supervisor twists the
words of someone else in arvakiation, that
person may file a gnance, and is ligly to win.)
Thus the supervis@’privilege does not ascend to
the level of aright. If a supervisor receies input
that he or she disagrees with, recording this
disagreemenbeplicitly, and providing a rationale,

is close to what we mean (in my opinion) when
we say that a supervisor showan an appraisal.

Simply put, LLNL promises an annualtatuation

for its emplyees as a matter of poficand it
generally delgaes the responsibility for
producing them to first-line supervisorst an
emplojee supplies input that is illiterate,
ungrammatical, institient, or entirely non-
existent, the supervisor istill responsible for
providing an eauation. Thisis a fine thing,
actually and the SEA does not propose to change
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this aspect of polic

The SEA does diér with current polig in one
important respectAt the moment, an empfees
right to incorporate written input into theinvm
evduation is limited to making comments about
the finished documentThe SEA proposes that
the two components contrited by the empicee
(PRF and APR) be incorporatedriatim into the
evduation, along with the other veewers’ PRF
forms. Ifthis is to be wrkable in the long term,

it must become a matter of institutional pglic
That is, while a supervisor may disagree with and
refute input receied from others in their wn
Summary they must neertheless sheo us the
words. Thereare some good reasons to consider
this change:

1. Any business process should be designed to
provide the greatest benefit to the gest
number The great majority of empjees in
CAO enjoy amiable relations with their
supervisor They understand perfectly that
providing excellent &auation input is an
opportunity The current polig does lead to
needless misunderstanding, as discussed in
the first paragraphs of this sectioGurrent
policy is a \aguely vorded and (often)ven
more \aguely a@pressedstik, even though
actual practice in theagt majority of cases is
that emplgees prepare good input, and
supervisors  dithfully copy it into
evduations. Polig could be acarrot to
address and support that case, as the SEA
proposal does. Other benefits to the
emplojee of preparing finished input are
discussed elsehere in this paper

In the small number of cases where there is
significant  disagreement  between a
supervisor and an emplee or other
reviewer, the husiness process should not
discard information. The dgree of
agreement and correlation betweevieeers
about an emplgee’s performance is highly
significant information to current and future
readers of the performancevi@v. The best
(and simplest) wy to presem this
information is to incorporateevbatim input.

In the spirit of full disclosure, it should be noted
that the SEA does not entirely eliminate theygre
area referred to ale in the discussion of an
employee’s dbligation to preide evaluation input.
The second component of SEA enyde input —
the APR - is proposed to be optional,\pded at
the discretion of the empfee. Furthermoreaf an
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employee chooses to prale it, the SEA proposes
to include it unchanged in theauation package,
concevably over the objections of the supervisor
This policy is dear and easy to understand, and
would aguably result in a better outcome in
essentially all cases, in my opinion.

However, the first component of SEA empiee
input — the PRF - isiot proposed to be optional.

It would thereforedll in the grg area as a'semi-
required’ piece of input. This fall from grace
may be softened because the PRF is designed to
be short and simple to complete, and the
emplojee does rece¢ assurance that their self-
evduation will be included whole.

V. Simmary of components and featsir

The SEA is composed of\s®al parts:

1. Emplgee self-gauation, using the PRF;

2. (Optional) Annual progress report, by
employee;

3. Reiewer assessments, using the PRF;

4. Certificationsand boilerplate form;

5. Supervisor summary with emplgee
rejoinders and signatures;

6. IDP (no change from current practice

required.)

Relatve © our current gauation process, the
emplojee is gien much more control wer the
extent and form of his or her input to the SEA.
The form of the APR encourages initieifrom
our emplgees, by allwing them to imest in
detailed control wer the contents and format,
knowing that their words will be presered for
future readers. It encourages cultation and
execise of careful writing skills.Skill in written
communication is still an important predictor of
career success, and ouwiew process should
give people full opportunity to shine.If a
supervisor and empyee so choose, it is perfectly
alright to produce an APR by iterating the
document between them until each is satisfied.

The draft PRF is designed to be non-
confrontational. lutilizes the same criteria as our
current CA process. Inthe questions that do
attempt to probe performance directly uses
criteria that hae keen well-tested by ourwm
Engineering directorateAll reviewers are free to
skip ary questions thg please, and contrilte
prose if that is their preference.

Except for the supervisa'summary there are no
draft documents in the SEA.Every other
component is pysically included in its original
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form. This greatly simplifies preparation, and
ensures the greatest glee of intgrity in
preserving and transmitting the intentions of all
parties to the rgew.

VI. Omissionsind other criticisms

1. Thecurrent PRF seems (to its author) weak
in mary ways. Morepeople need to wew
the questions and the premises ythare
based uponSome questions may be biased,
or favae some personality types or
approaches to ark. We reed input from a
variety of sensitte and thoughtful people to
malke the PRF as useful as possibl&he
whole notion of characterization versus
assessmerih such a questionnaire needs to
be xamined better

2. Nodetailed guidelines are ddoped for the
employee Annual Progress Report.

3. TheSEA as presented here might ocgwp
lot of paper The PRF appears to require a
couple of pagesAstute editing and layout
might possibly reduce it to a single paget b
that seems unlidy. Thus a typical SEA as a
whole could well use 15-30 sheets of paper
This would hare a regdive impact on

departmental requirements for gom,
handling and filing. Some  other
organizations  are  utilizing  scanning

technology for storage of such documents,
and that could be useful for areHi storage
of emplo/ee reiews.

As an werall business process, the SEA may
well uselesspaper than our current system,
because it emphasizes the use of original
input. A web-based PRF might fef
adwantages in addition to reducing paper use,
such as a talar summary of all rgewer
responses.

4. Thereis not an olious home in the SEA for
a job description Mary employees vould
choose to include it in their APRubthat is
an optional componentEmployees do hee
separate job descriptions on file; it might be
reasonable toxpand those slightly for use
within a performance wew, and add it to
the supervisor summary if needed.

5. Useof the seen CAO performance criteria
and the 6-point Engineering assessment scale
may not be optimal for design of the PRF
Their use here is a compromise, to present a
new system that in one sense changes as
little as possible. Starting with a ‘tlean
sheet of papermight yield a diferent and
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better assessment form.
VII. Confidentialityand the SEA

The \alue of anoymous r@iew comments may
be dubious, bt the issue has been raised in the
past, and may well be a point of discussion in the
contet of this proposal.The structure of the PRF
seems to allw the possibility of accepting
confidential reiew comments, while also
preserving their ingrity. One possible protocol

is sketched out in the follsing. Although a
paper process is described, it may be adaptable to
a web-based system.

The protocol is similar to that used footing by
mail. We would need a trusted third partg
proxy, to srve & a dstribution and collection
center for ‘pallots” (completed PRE.)
Administrators ~ within  our  disional or
departmental dice likely would be task&d with
this duty The PRF forms wuld need to be
printed each with a unique identifying number

When a complete list of veewers for a gren
employee is receied a the proxy ofice, an equal
number of blank PRF forms, and a return
ervelope, are sealed into identical velopes.
This set of ewelopes is shdfed, then addressed
and mailed, each to one prospeetreviewer. A
database for the wgn employee notes the names
of the reviewers, and the identifying numbers of
the set of PRF forms mailed to therdlowever,
due to the shifie before addressing,
association is knen between an particular
name and number

no

At the reviewer’s end, he or she is instructed to
complete the PRFseal it in the return amlope
provided, and sign the outside of the return
ervelope. Asthe returned ballots are reeed &
the proxy ofice, a notation is made in the
emplojee database that avegn reviewer has
returned the ballot, based on thexteznal
signature. Hwever, the ewelopes are not opened
at this time.

When all re@iews for a gven employee hae keen
returned, or when theview deadline passes, the
ervelopes for each empjee are openedThe
enclosed ballot is immediately separated from its
enclosing ewelope before inspection, and the
ervelopes are destyed. Thenumber on each
ballot is then matched amnst the ones recorded
in the database for that empé®. This step
verifies that the forms reogd ae in fact the
same as the ones sent out, andvems ary
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“smear campaigh’ utilizing anorymous (lut
bogus) ballots.There is still no association made,
or required, between particular vievers and
their ballot, havever. So long as the protocol for
separating arelopes from ballots is follwed, the
only party that can positly claim ary particular
ballot is the person who completed it.

The protocol described here is not without
weaknesses. Thewre magy other methods and
techniques to prade both confidentiality and
integrity. There are other questions about the
issue of confidentiality This proposal has gone to
some length to stress emypée control wer their
own review process. Shouldan emplgee be
forced to accept angmous rgiews of their
performance? Andif not, wouldnt the ones
“most likely to need it'also be the ones ldy to
refuse? Hopefullythe presentation may stimulate
further discussion in this area.

Livermore National Laboratory SEA, v2.1
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Personnel review for:
Reviewer’s name (optional):
Date:

Instructions

Please write the name of the person you aneweng, your name, and todaytate in the spaces pided
above.

You ae requested to help characterize and assess this ya@plpb performance by completing this
guestionnaire. Therare sgen job performance attors gien below. The numbered questions or
statements that follw each ofer two contrasting vays of discussing thatétor labeledA or B. There is
generally no singléright’’ answer to these questionfs A or B seems to you a more accurate description
of the person you areviewing, place a mark closer to tieor B end of the scale pvaded. Ifthey seem
about equal, place your mark halkywbetween.

Please feel free to add additional commentary in the spacadeapor to ignore gnquestions that dot’
seem pertinent to you.

An overall assessment questit at the end of each sectioBcore these questions by choosing the term
you think best from the folleing six-point scale:

Routinelyexceeds requirements

Oftengoes bgond what is required

Meetsall requirements

Improvementrecommendetb meet requirements

Improrementrequiredto meet requirements

Unsatisfctory

S A

Organizational lue

1. Thisperson bringsalue to the aganization more by:
A. Working steadily behind the scenes; or AOOOME B
B. Taking visible positions,wen if controversial.

2.
A. Makingongoing contribtions in an established area; or AOOOME B
B. Startingnew projects.

3.
A. Specializingn an area of particular skill; or AOOOME B
B. Generaproblem solving in a wide area.

4.
A. Beingdevoted to ‘pure” science/research; or AOOOME B
B. Focusing on institutional or programmatic goals.

[1 Assessmendf overall Organizational value AOROCBOHFOBOBO

Additional comments:

Technical Ability and Pofessional Gowth

1. You would describe this indidual’s technical ability more as:
A. Analytical,logical, systematic, rational; or A OOOME B
B. Intuitive — Has insights not supported bywitius facts and data.

2. Interms of technical abilityyou would say this person primarily
A. Actsas a resource for others, teaches; or A OOOME B
B. Focuses on learning weskills themself.

Personnel Reew Form, v2.1 -1-



3. Inyour opinion, this persos'technical skills might be described more as
A. Specializedfor their current assignment, A OO0 B
often through long>gerience; or
B. Lessdifferentiated by xperience, adaptable, a generalist.

[l Assessmendf Technical Ability and Pofessional Gowth QOO0 IMOBO

Additional comments:

Quality
1. Thispersons gproach to achieng high quality in their wrk might be summarized as:
A. Findsa “good enough’solution, then mees on; or A OO B

B. Strives for perfection in eery detail.
2. Whenyou think of this person and qualiyo you think primarily of:
A. Qualityas eemplified by their preious accomplishments; or A OOEE B

B. Qualityas a constanattor in their daily verk?

3. Doeghis indvidual more:
A. Focus on quality as a mark of personal craftsmanship; or A OOEE B

B. Inspireothers to construct and incorporate quality in a systemaity@ w
4. Doyou think this person mostly treats quality as:

A. Anindividual skill; or A OOOE B
B. Aninstitutional or team process?
[0 Assessmendf overall Quality: OOROBOFOBOBO

Additional comments:

Productivity
1. Whenyou consider this persanfroductiity, do you primarily:
A. Seetheir productiity as a steadyday by day contribtion; or A OO B

B. A series of‘brilliant flashes™?

2. Thispersons productvity can be characterized better as:
A. Anindividual contritution (enegy); or A OO B
B. Combinegieces of solutions from others (sygwr.

3. Doeghis person tend to apply their produiti more by:
A. Solvinga ries of problems as posed:; or A OO B
B. Transforming the problemchanging the rule&

[0 Assessmenbf overall Productivity, A OROBOFOIBOBO

Additional comments:

Personnel Reew Form, v2.1 -2-



Communication and interpsonal skills

1.

O

Additional comments:

Inyour opinion, this persos’assignment requires:

A. Daily exacise of a broad range of communications skills; or A OOEE B
B. Morelimited, focused communications.

Incarrying out their job, this indidual communicates:

A. With a broad spectrum of otheovkers; or A OOEE B
B. Mostlywithin their immediate group.

You think of this person more as a:

A. Salesmanpresenterbrainstormer; or A OOEE B
B. Documentareditor, author.

You would term this persos’expressve gyle as more:

A. Direct,outspolen, candid; or A OOEE B
B. Discreettactful, diplomatic.

Thisperson could impnee their (verbal) interactions with others by

A. Talking more; or A OOEE B

B. Listeningmore.

Assessmendf Communication and interpsonal skills QOO0 OBOBO

Leadeship and initiative

1.

O

Additional comments:

Inthe area of leadership and initiegi does this person distinguish themself mostly:

A. By their indvidual contritutions; or AOOOMOE B

B. By facilitating team ebrts?

Doeshis indvidual lead more by:

A. Fiat,e.g., issuing directes to others is an AOOOME B
expected part of their assignment; or

B. Examplepthers follav their footsteps because of their accomplishments?

Doeghis person influence others more:

A. Within the oganization; or AOOOME B

B. Externalto their immediate group?

Would you characterize their leadership qualities more as:

A. Entrepreneurialonstantly breaking meground; or A OO B

B. Consistenteadership in an established set of areas?

Aretheir leadership qualities betteqpeessed as:

A. Goodbrainstormerdeveops nwel approaches (good starter); or A OO B

B. Strongfollowthrough, @ercomes adersity (good finisher)?

Asa decision-makr, would you say this person tends more:

A. To assess rapidlynake uick judgements; or A OO B

B. Absorball facets anddcts, moe dowly to judgement?

Assessmenbf Leadeship AOROBOFOBOB0
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Compleity of assignment

1. Doesthis persors sssignment stress more:
A. Technical compbety, logical reasoning, science-based thinking; or A LICICICICI B

B. Interpersonatompleity, political understanding, institutional kmtedge?

2. Arethe skills ehibited by this person as thperform their job more:
A. Skills based onxperience, prior kneledge, formal education; or A OOEE B

B. New sKills, based on the short-termigencies of the task?
3. Wbuld you characterize the problenaséd and sobkd by this person more as:
A. Well-bounded (though possibly of greatfidifilty); or A OOEE B

B. Vaguely defined, open-ended?
[0 Assessmentf reviewees response t€ompleity: OOROBOFOBOBO

Additional comments:

General comments:

Thank you for your time and consideratioiYour responses will become a part of thivieaees
assessment.
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Employee Name:
Degree(s):
Classification:
Supewvisor:
Years in Field:
Period Covered:
Prepared By:

Strike aut un-needed & below:

Employee complies with established ES&Hjymations and procedures and performs duties in a manner
that will not endanger the empkee or other indiduals or violate erironmental rgulations.

Employee maintainswaareness of his gonomic emironment and tads periodic breaks, particularly during
periods of gtensie keyboard vork.

Employee complies with established ES&Hyumations and procedures and understands the Labosafory’
Core Functions of ISM and that he is responsible for\uis £afety and the safety of those around him.

As a supervisor empyee understands the management responsibility for safety and applievee se
principles to his actions.

While engiged in LLNL lusiness, empiee maintains bekar that accepts andalues diersity that is
consistent with the LaboratosyEqual Opportunity polig

Employee signature/date Supervisor signature/date
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Please tell me what gu thought of my proposal!

Ovenll SEA

What did you think of the separate parts of the SEA?

A. Checkliststyle comments (PRF)? Lik e JOJOCIC] Dislike
B. Focus orcharacterizationinstead ofissessmetihn PRF? Lik e (OO Dislike
C. Employee option to do an APR? Lik e O] Dislike
D. Greateemploee ‘ownership’ of their APR? Lik e JOJOCIC] Dislike
E. Separatboilerplate document? Lik e IO Dislike
F. Option for confidential néew comments? Lik e OO Dislike

Additional comments:

Personnel Rgiew Form (PRF)

Were there questions in the PRF that you found especially irritating or usé#esffately were there an
that you liked?

Is the proposal to useerbatiminput from emplgees and others an important issue for you?

Do you think we should try to incorporate confidentiality ofieerer comments into ourvduation
process?

Anything else youd like to tell me?

Thanks! Pleasefold and mail.



To: L ee Busby
Mailstop: L-030



